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Minutes for the Special Meeting of
November 14, 2002
The Martha s Vineyard Commission (the MVC or the Commission) held a Special
Meeting on Thursday, November 14, 2002, at 7:30 p.m. in the first floor conference room
at the Commission Offices in the Olde Stone Building, 33 New York Avenue, Oak
Bluffs, Massachusetts.
At 7:37 p.m., a quorum being present, the Special Meeting was brought to order by James
R. Vercruysse, a member at large from Aquirmah and the Commission's Chairman.
[Commission members seated at the gavel were: J. Athearn; J. Best; C. Brown; M
Donaroma; T. Israel; M. Ottens-Sargent; L. Sibley; R. Toole; J. Vercruysse; R. Wey; A.
Woodruff; and R. Zeltzer.]
The Chairman requested that the Commissioners try to speak one at a time, since the tape
of an earlier Meeting had been indecipherable because of a failure to do that. West
Tisbury Commissioner at large Andrew Woodmff remarked that it showed disrespect to
the Chairman when members cut in or made comments while another was speaking.
"Sometimes my Mediterranean blood gets the best of me, joked Tristan Israel the
Tisbury Selectmen's Appomtee. "Just try a little better," said the Chairman.
Then Chairman Vercruysse handed the gavel to Richard J. Toole, a member at large from
Oak Bluffs, Chairman of the Land Use Planning Committee (LUPC) and the Hearing
Officer that evening.
Reopened Public Hearing: Fairwinds Chapter 40B Subdivision (DR[ No. 548).
Mr. Toole read into the record the Notice of Public Hearing for the Fairwinds Chapter
40B Subdivision Development of Regional Impact (DRI). [See the Full Commission
Meeting File of November 14, 2002 (the meeting file) for a copy of the notice.]
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Applicant's Presentation.
Ed Herczeg, one of the JE&T Construction partners (the Applicant), introduced
himself. Referring to a newly revised site plan, he explained how they had taken the first
part of the subdivision road and moved it north, so that it would bend a bit and provide a
bit more buffer. Moving the road would also reduce the number of trees that would have
to be removed, he said.
On the back end of the site, Mr. Herczeg continued, they had staggered the houses, so
that they would be at a greater distance from the existing houses than they had been
before, thus leaving a larger area untouched. He pointed to where there would be a
wooden guardrail made of 12-by-12 posts as well as a retaining wall, enabling the grade
on the residential lots nearby to be less severe.
Mr. Herczeg related that deed restrictions would be in place to limit the use of pesticides
and fertilizers to organic substances. Other deed restrictions would ensure that there
would be no cutting of trees and shrubs or building on the designated common area.
Lawn area, again deed-restricted, would be limited to 1,000 square feet per unit. A
homeowners association, he said, would be formed to collect fees for road and septic
system maintenance.
Mr. Herczeg pointed to where on the plan three units had been transformed into
townhomes (duplexes) that would be part of a condominium association, but would
follow guidelines identical to those governing the other homeowners. The common area
would be owned and managed by the homeowners association, he stated.
The fee for road maintenance, Mr. Herczeg continued, would be approximately $200 per
household per year, and septic-system maintenance would amount to around $75 per
household. The septic maintenance would be just that - maintenance; the individual
homeowners would pay for pumping and so forth, he noted.
The lot sizes for the houses ranged from 7,200 to 9,800 square feet, Mr. Herczeg
reported, and the larger townhomes got 14,000 square feet.
John Best, a Commission member at large from Tisbury, asked if the Applicant had
incorporated into the design the wastewater management plan that had been discussed in
an earlier meeting. This would include periodic pump-outs and inspections, he noted,
and maintenance to keep all the systems optimal. In addition, all the units would be
sharing the cost of the BioClear system for the duplexes. Mr. Herczeg explained that all
that would be included in the $75 annual fee per household.
Engineer Douglas R. Hoehn, a member of the Applicant's team, provided some
details on the required inspections and the maintenance on the BioClear system, with the
costs for the latter being spread out across the entire development. Mr. Israel described
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some of the Town-wide wastewater management requirements that would go into effect
in the near future.
Staff Reports.
Water Resource Planner William Wilcox referred the members to his Staff Notes entitled
"Fairwinds: DRI #548, W. Wilcox: 14 November 2002." [The notes will be referred to
hereinafter as the Wilcox Staff Notes. See the meeting file of a copy.] Mr. Wilcox
reported that his nitrogen-loading numbers had changed somewhat, since he had
concluded that the Tashmoo Pond watershed was larger than the area he had assigned to
it in earlier Staff Notes.
With 2,500-square-foot lawns and with the three duplexes on BioClear systems and the
rest on Title V systems, Mr. Wilcox said that he estimated the total loading from the
development to be 63 milligrams. "That comes to 12.9 per acre per year," he stated. The
watershed, he continued, turned out to the 2,122 acres and not 1,666, as he had reported
earlier. Of the 2,122 acres, 580 acres were open space. "So that's about 27 percent of the
watershed bed that will contribute no anthroprogenic nitrogen, no people-generated
nitrogen into the watershed, he noted.
The loading limit per acre for Tashmoo Pond, continued Mr. Wilcox, was now calculated
to be 4.3 kilograms per acre for the Outstanding Resource certification, essentially a
pristine category, and 12.9 kilograms per acre for the SA Water Quality classification.
So without decreasing the lawn size, Mr. Wilcox stressed, the development would be
meeting the SA Water Quality limit. [See page 2 of these Minutes, where the Applicant
testified that the lawn areas would be cut back to a maximum of 1,000 square feet per
unit]
Mr. Wilcox referred the members to Item 1 beginning at the bottom of page 1 of his Staff
Notes. There he had outlined how reducing the lawn size to 1,000 square feet and
seeding with native grasses could further reduce the loading to 11.2 to 11.8 kilograms per
acre per year.
Item 2 on page 2, Mr. Wilcox went on, provided the loading figures that could be
expected if all the septic systems were of the denitrifying type - somewhere in the range
of 7.6 to 8.2 kilograms per acre per year. He added that the SA Water Quality
classification was the standard that should be guiding them in evaluating this
development.
Mr. Israel confirmed with Mr. Wilcox that as development continued around the
Tashmoo Pond watershed, the nitrogen loading would increase. Mr. Wilcox then related
that Coastal Planner Jo-Anne Taylor was projecting loading of from 4.0 to 4.5 kilograms
per acre per year for moderate-growth buildout of the watershed. That, he added, was
"right around the Outstanding Resource limit. So the watershed as a whole, with
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moderate-growth bmldout, would come pretty close to hitting that highest, most pristine
limit."
Edgartown Commissioner at large James Atheam had a question: If there were 822 acres
of vacant buildable land in the watershed, how much new construction would result in
moderate-growth buildout? Mr. Wilcox said tliat the method he used to calculate that
was as follows: instead of using the absolute zoning allowance for development, he used
the typical subdivision packages that had been coming through the Town, which in many
cases were of substantially more acreage than what zoning required.
Using that method, Mr. Wilcox said, the number of new houses that would result in
moderate growth would be in the area of 600. "I believe Jo-Ann [Taylor] used the same
methodology," he added, "but I can t guarantee that.
DRI Coordinator Jennifer Rand reported that since the Thursday before, she had received
four or five additional letters from abutters to the site in opposition to the proposal. She
also related that the majority of the requests made by the Camp Jabberwocky board were
in fact outside the purview of the Commission. At Mr. Best's request, Ms. Rand went
through the list of Conditions suggested by the camp board. [See the meeting file for a
copy of the letter.]
Responding to a query from Aquinnah Selectmen's Appointee Megan Ottens-Sargent,
Ms. Rand related that she had confinned with Fred LaPiana of the Tisbury Department of
Public Works that there were a number of sidewalk and road issues that were not within
the Commission's purview and that the area along Greenwood Avenue Extension was not
in line to receive a sidewalk anytime in the near future.
Questions from Commission IVIembers.
Responding to a question from Mr. Atheam, Mr. Herczeg explained that the black line on
the plan indicated a right of way. "We have a right to use it and develop it," he said. Mr.
Hoehn reported that original owners had held the entire piece from Herring Creek Road
all the way down to the water. In 1975, when two lots in front were cut off, the 40-foot
way had been created, he added. Then, about 10 years ago, the remaining piece had been
cut in half.
Responding to another question from Mr. Atheam, Mr. Hoehn showed on the site plan
where there was a 20-foot gap between the 40-foot way that would run through the
subdivision and the 30-foot-wide Greenwood Avenue Extension.
And Herring Creek Road was the only road that had an actual right of way? inquired Ms.
Ottens-Sargent. Right, replied Mr. Hoehn, "it's a way in existence for a hundred, two
hundred years that people have developed rights to use over time.
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Mr. Woodruff wanted to know if it would be possible to use Greenwood Avenue
Extension farther on, instead of Herring Creek Road, to get onto the 40-foot way.
"That's a private road," replied Mr. Hoehn, adding that he thought it was part of a 1978
subdivision.
West Tisbury Commissioner at large Linda Sibley posed these questions: "Are you
expecting that it will be deemed okay that you have a short piece of dirt road that's only
maybe 10 feet wide and you will be allowed to pass over that to get to your 40-foot way
and the other 40-foot way? Are you thinldng that the Planning Board is going to say
that's okay? Or are you planning to go to court to try to establish your rights ...?"
"The Planning Board has a right to waive that part of that plan, and that's what we're
asking," responded Mr. Herczeg. No, the Zoning Board of Appeals you're talking
about," interjected Mr. Hoehn, who then stated that the partners felt they had the right to
go from one property across Herring Creek Road in either direction, just as anyone who
had property off Herring Creek Road had a right to. As for whether they thought the
ZBA would accept that, said Mr. Hoehn, "we believe it's acceptable, and we think for
that short distance it is acceptable, and hopefully the Zoning Board of Appeals goes along
with that."
Edgartown Commissioner at large Christina Brown confirmed with Mr. Hoehn that the
Applicant did not intend to widen the 20-foot stretch of Herring Creek Road. "The only
improvement would be making sure the surface stays, replied Mr. Hoehn.
In response to a question from Mr. Israel, Ms. Rand referred him back to what
Commission Counsel had said about inserting language into the Written Decision to the
effect that the issue of legal access had to be settled to the satisfaction of the Town.
Ms. Sibley wanted to know the following: Absent a Chapter 40B Application, why was it
that they had heard m testimony that the Town would not allow the number of residences
on this parcel that would normally be allowed under zoning? Mr. Hoehn replied that the
answer to Ms. Sibley's question was two-fold. He referred her first to a quickly sketched
site plan he had drawn to show how many lots could fit onto the site under normal
zoning. Obviously, he said, when one went through a planning work process, the number
of lots resulting was different from the maximum allowed.
Mr. Hoehn then explained that the Town of Tisbury required that a subdivision owner
provide a 40-foot way and that a normal subdivision would have to obtain a waiver from
the Planning Board from that regulation if the theoretical subdivision were to be built on
this particular site.
Mr. Woodruff expressed his concerns about the two-way traffic pattern at the end of the
Greenwood Avenue Extension. Mr. Hoehn related that many vehicles already negotiated
that stretch without any trouble on their ways to and from the beach.
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Ms. Ottens-Sargent made the point that she considered it important to know more about
the regulation just discussed pertaining to the waiver that a developer of a standard (non-
40B) subdivision would have to get from the Planning Board.
Mr. Hoehn responded that although the Zoning Board of Appeals would be the board to
issue the permit for the Fairwinds subdivision, each of the other Town boards would be
asked to submit recommendations before the ZBA made a decision. So if the Planning
Board thought this was an issue, they could weigh in, he emphasized.
Testimony from Members of the Public.
Brian Nunes-Vais, an abutter to the project, stated that his mam point was that the
Commission should require the development to meet all zoning regulations except
perhaps for density. He also pointed to his house on the site plan and noted the proximity
of the proposed location of one of the new structures. He then read into the record a
letter he and his wife had written. [See the meeting file for a copy of the letter.]
Mr. Best referred to a letter he had in his packet written by an audience member, and he
asked the Hearing Officer if he could request clarification from the writer. Ms. Rand
explained that what Mr. Best had was the front page of a petition that also contained an
attached list of signatures, which she had m the file. [See the meeting file for a copy.]
I, Mr. Best noted that the last sentence of the third paragraph began. The location of Camp
Jabberwocky and now the town kindergarten ..." What Town kindergarten? wondered
Mr. Best. Roland Jann, an abutter to the project, related that he had heard that the
person who runs Camp Jabberwocky ran a Town kindergarten there in the fall. "There's
a lot of children out there every morning, said an unidentified female audience member.
"Well, as far as I know, we have a kindergarten in our school, remarked Mr. Best.
Linda Gorham, another abutter, explained that the petition cover letter was referring to
the Tisbury Pre-School, open during the school year and serving about 30 to 35 children.
Mr. Nunes-Vais, who had spoken earlier, wanted to know if the Commission had ever
received the homeowners association covenants that had been discussed at an earlier
Hearing session. In addition, he wanted to know if any site plans that included the actual
setbacks had ever been submitted. I have the association documents, responded Ms.
Rand. "This plan here shows the lot lines," noted the Hearing Officer.
Jeff Conlin, another abutter, said that he thought Herring Creek Road was on registered
land. So he doubted that the developer would be able to gain access to Herring Creek
Road.
Roland Jann, who had spoken earlier, expressed concern that people would begin to
use Elisha's Path as a shortcut, thereby increasing the traffic on Greenwood Avenue. He
Martha's Vineyard Commission
Special Meeting of November 14y 2002: Page 7
also was worried, he said, that there would not be any restrictions on the number of cars
the owners of the proposed houses could own.
More Questions from Commissioner Members.
Mr. Best stated that he was not arguing whether the Applicant had legal access. What he
wanted to know was if, from Staffs point of view, the 20-foot stretch that the Applicant
needed access to was in fact a 10-foot roadway. And as far as he could discern, there was
no way to improve that. "So wouldn't it be within our purview to look at that as adequate
access for getting m and out of this development?" he asked.
The answer to that specific question was yes, replied Ms. Rand, who noted that
Transportation Planner David Wesslmg was on vacation and that he would be better able
to answer Mr. Best's query. She pointed out that vehicles did in fact use that stretch
already and that the sight lines onto Greenwood Avenue Extension were adequate.
Mr. Israel inquired of Mr. Hoehn if that stretch of access would meet the requirements for
a standard subdivision. Mr. Hoehn answered that in the past five years or so the Tisbury
Planning Board had approved at least three Form A subdivisions of small numbers of lots
farther down on Herring Creek Road. "Wliich means that they deemed Herring Creek
Road adequate ... further down, past Daggett, towards Tashmoo ... for that addition use,"
he said.
"What about a Form C?" asked Mr. Israel. "It could," replied Mr. Hoehn, "but the
Planning Board's local standards, again, for Tisbury are like an 18-foot-wide paved road,
okay?"
Ms. Ottens-Sargent expressed concern about the ability of emergency vehicles to swing
around at that juncture. Ms. Rand referred to a letter in. the DRI file from the Tisbury
Fire Chief, who had written that there would be no problem getting into the subdivision
from Greenwood Avenue Extension.
Mr. Woodruff asked Ms. Rand if the Commission could consider Conditions that would
restrict the number units being built after the close of the Hearing. Yes, replied Ms.
Rand.
Applicant's Summary.
Mr. Herczeg explained that because Elisha's Path had been blocked off, the partners had
brought a case in Land Court. "But the only reason we re taking it to Land Court is not
because of the rock, he explained, "but because of the fact that it was not put onto our
deed. It was left off our deed in the previous sale. It should have been recorded. It
wasn't. When we brought this to the attention of Land Court, it was contested, and that s
why we're going to Land Court for it."
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Mr. Herczeg stated that he believed the plan before them responded well to the concerns
voiced by neighbors. Moreover, it was less dense and preserved more trees than earlier
plans. He spoke of the benefits provided by the affordable and moderately priced units,
though he acknowledged that the Fairwinds projects was only a small piece of the pie.
There was no one perfect solution for the affordable housing conundrum, he added, but
tonight the Commission had the ability to help those people who could buy these homes.
With a stroke of the gavel, Mr. Toole closed the Public Hearing as well as the Record.
The Meeting broke for a brief recess. The time was 8:44 p.m.
Deliberations/Oral Vote: Fairwinds Chapter 40B Subdivision (DRI No. 548).
At 8:55 p.m. Chairman Vercruysse reopened the Special Meeting. Ms. Sibley made a
Motion To Waive The Customary Post-Public Hearing Review By The Land Use
Planning Committee of the Fairwinds Chapter 40B Subdivision Applicatiou. County
Commission representative Roger Wey provided a Second. Said Motion carried by
Voice Vote.
Mr. Best spoke at some length about the issue of whether the proposal before them could
be acceptable under local zoning. Mr. Israel described how the density issue was related
to the access.
Chairman Vercmysse suggested that the discussion be broken up into the main topics, for
instance, density, access and layout. Ms. Brown and Ms. Sibley agreed that this was a
good idea. Mr. Best suggested that the access be dealt with first, "because all the others
follow that." The Chairman agreed.
Ms. Brown observed that if her memory served her, Tisbury zoning did not address the
width of access roads within subdivisions. The Planning Board, on the other hand, was
free to modify a proposal in this regard. As for the question of whether the 20-foot length
would provide adequate access to the subdivision, Ms. Brown pointed out that the road
was already used and that the Tisbury Fire Chief had approved it for use by his vehicles.
Mr. Woodruff remarked that he was more concerned with the impact caused by the
location of the road. He said he wanted to hear the thoughts of other Commissioners on
the circulatory pattern of Herring Creek Road. He did believe, he stressed, that the
project would have a significant impact on the traffic coming up Greenwood Avenue
Extension.
Ms. Sibley suggested that the Commissioners look at Chapter 831, where the statute
referred to whether a project's impact on surrounding properties would be greater than or
less than what could be expected with a development of its type. Ms. Brown read aloud
Section 15(c), which stated: ". .. whether (c) the proposed development will favorably or
adversely affect other persons or property, and if so, whether, because of circumstances
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peculiar to the location, the effect is likely to be greater than is ordinarily associated with
the development of the types proposed.
"That's what I have a problem with," declared Ms. Sibley. It seems to me that, you
know, per se, 20 feet long of 8-foot-wide access to a subdivision isn't such a big problem
to me. But ... because it's dependent upon these old Ancient Ways instead oflaid-out
roads, [it] puts this impact through people s backyards. Thus, said Ms. Sibley, the
access would have a greater negative impact on other persons or property than would
ordinarily be associated with this type of development.
Ms. Brown asked for some clarification, and Ms. Sibley explained that the 20-foot-long
stretch in turn affected the entire pattern of access. "What pattern does it force...?"
inquired Ms. Brown. The amount of traffic that goes through, that goes close to these
other houses," answered Ms. Sibley. Then Ms. Sibley used the site map to illustrate her
point, observing that if the project were not a Chapter 40B subdivision of this density, the
impact would not be as great
Mr. Woodruff remarked that he would feel better about the proposal if the access from
Greenwood Avenue Extension went farther down and hooked up to Elisha's Path.
"Basically, a straight shot," he said, "without having to take a hard right and then
beaming your headlights into somebody's front yard and tak[ing] a hard left." Mr.
Woodruff described how at one juncture in the proposed access a large number of trees
would be removed, thus leaving an existing house nearby exposed to the access road.
"And it has an impact, a pretty serious impact," he stressed.
Mr. Wey expressed his opinion that the development did not fit the topography, did not
fit the neighborhood and was entirely unsuitable for the site. The density and the access
issues are big issues here," he said.
Robert Zeltzer, a Commissioner at large from Chihnark, described the progress of the
proposal from one with 72 bedrooms to the one with 42 bedrooms that was now before
them. A significant decrease in the density of the development perhaps starts to be at
this point reasonably suitable for the neighborhood," he said. "I have yet to see the
second house that went into any neighborhood that didn't impact the first house."
Mr. Zeltzer agreed that the section of the access on Herring Creek Road was a concern.
But he had liked, he said, what the Applicant had said about allowing EUsha's Path to
remain a walking path rather than a road for vehicles. He also found interesting Mr.
Nunes-Vais' comments about the house in the new development that would be closest to
his own, since the house of his existing neighbor was in fact closer than the new one
would be.
The Applicant had tried very hard to design something that would work, continued Mr.
Zeltzer, and the present plan called for four affordably priced units and four moderately
priced ones, "which have value to the Island and to the community. But we look at the
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impact on the abutters of a lot that is not ideal, and that is not perfect. So, you know, you
feel a little bit like Solomon. You want to cut the baby in half, but you can't really do
that. At some point it becomes unfeasible as a development.
Ms. Sibley commented on the difficulty of the process and how the Commission had to
learn how to address a development like the one before them. She agreed, she said, with
ahnost everything Mr. Zeltzer had just said. What had particularly struck Ms. Sibley,
though, was his last remark on financial viability.
"And that whole process I find a little disturbing," Ms. Sibley remarked. "I hope in the
future we try not to do it that way. I think that s the way 40Bs typically get hashed out at
a local level under 40B rules, [during] the negotiating process. I think that's not a real
good way to do land use planning ...
Ms. Sibley continued, [I]t might have been better if this property had come with almost
nothing on it and we'd started from scratch with what's good land use, what's acceptable
use, and then the Applicant could look at it and say, 'That doesn't work for me
financially/ rather than starting with something that was clearly too dense, that we're
never going to [let] go by this board, and trying to decide, 'Well, let's take a few off.
Does that work?' ... I don't know. It leads us where we are now."
Mr. Israel requested that Ms. Rand tell the Commissioners what Commission Counsel
Eric Wodlinger had related to her regarding the access issue. Ms. Rand stated, "What
Eric suggested was that if this project is approved, it s approved with the Condition - and
frankly, I don't remember the language anymore because we had the conversation in
February - the language goes somewhere along the lines of 'the issue of legal access is
settled to the satisfaction of the Town/" She suggested that she work out with
Commission Counsel exactly how to write that particular Condition.
Ms. Ottens-Sargent offered the recommendation that the Commission require the
Planning Board to consider granting a waiver. "The Planning Board has no purview over
tins, the ZBA does," responded Ms. Rand. Ms. Ottens-Sargent clarified with Ms. Rand
that the access issue was about Herring Creek Road. "And we could not condition the
Planning Board to do anything," reiterated Ms. Rand.
Ms. Ottens-Sargent wondered if the Commission could condition the ZBA to grant a
waiver. No, answered Ms. Rand, who then repeated the approximate wording of the
Condition, as counseled by Mr. Wodlinger. She then stated emphatically that the
Commission could not write a thlrd-party Condition with regard to a Town board.
Mr. Woodruff again raised the possibility of opening up Elisha's Path. Ms. Rand
responded that the Applicant had already stated for the record that they would install a
gate at Elisha's Path so that vehicles could not use it. Mr. Best pointed out that there was
akeady a gate at the other end of the path, and he questioned whether this impedance was
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legal. He believed, he said, that the Land Court case mentioned earlier concerned the
inclusion ofEUshas Path in the deed for the land in question.
As for the layout of the project, Mr. Best related the discussion he had had with the
Applicant in the latest LUPC session, where Mr. Best had suggested building duplexes
for the affordable units so that tlie project would not be so spread out over what was very
difficult terrain. What he did not like about the 12-structure plan was that it brought
down the affordable units to only three and the moderate units to three. "Two, I think,"
said Mr. Woodruff about the latter.
In any event, continued Mr. Best, at one pomt the Applicant had offered the idea of
having seven market-rate detached units and three duplexes, bumping up the number of
affordable imits to four and the number of moderate ones to four. "My immediate
response was, 'Gee, that's probably better than what I had thought I would propose on
my own/" Mr. Best said. In weighing the benefit of affordable and moderate housing,
Mr. Best concluded, this seemed like a far better layout than the 12-structure one.
Ms. Brown agreed, noting that the 11-structure plan would result in a density just at the
level allowed by underlying zoning.
Mr. Atheam commended the Applicant for being so flexible, and he described his visit to
the site earlier in the day. I was pretty appalled at what passes for - well, it's not
planning -1 guess it just happened back there," he stated. "The roads are random, and the
houses are close together. They re nice houses. So when we consider the character of
the neighborhood and [whether] this subdivision meets the standard of the surrounding
neighborhood, that's not something I can sign my name to very proudly."
Mr. Atheam continued: "My hope, if we were going to start to approve something new
for that neighborhood, which is very heavily built and the traffic's very badly managed,
[is] that we would be as imaginative and benign to the land as we could be. I don t know.
I'm having a hard time with this one. It certainly is a tough site, and I want to offer . ..
the very rational thought, but it s something that's not being done yet - I hope we'll
consider it in the future - which is underground houses. Wouldn't that be a beautiful
solution? [Laughter] The neighbors get their open space, and [they're] terrifically
energy-efficient.
Mr. Zeltzer asked Mr. Best, a real estate agent, if in his opinion this development would
have a negative impact on the value of the land and the property of the abutters. Mr. Best
replied that no matter how he answered that, he would have to qualify it with the factor of
what the existing neighbors were doing with their property.. In the case of what were
probably the rental properties, he went on, nothing was going to impact their value
adversely as long as they were being utilized as they were.
Overall, though, Mr. Best said, a lot would depend upon what the development looked
like in its finished state as well as what it looked like five or 10 years down the road,
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when it had matured. And, naturally, he observed, during the construction period, there
would be a lot of clearing and the road being put in would have retaining walls. "So,
initially it would look pretty bad," he commented, adding that the site was so complex, it
could wind up "looking like a war zone, for a while."
Mr. Toole spoke of the challenging topography of the site and remarked that it was too
bad that the neighbors had not gotten together years before to purchase the property
jointly. "I think this Applicant has gone, you know, beyond whatever any other
Applicants have done to work with this Commission to come up with something that
could work for the neighborhood and provide some affordable housing, he said.
Mr. Toole stressed that the development would be tightly controlled and nicely executed.
In addition, he believed that the access plan would work.
Mr. Woodruff described how, as a child, he had spent much time with his friends in this
neighborhood and how there had been patches of woods to play in back then. "So It's
particularly hard for me to approve a project like this on this piece of land," he remarked.
"It still has value, and in an ideal situation these neighbors would have had a planned
component of the subdivision. That's obviously not happening.
At the time of the last LUPC meeting, Mr. Woodruff went on, he had agreed with Mr.
Best that the construction of duplexes was a good direction to take. Still, he said, the
development would be dense and would generate significant traffic. Perhaps the answer,
he concluded, was to decrease the number of units "a little bit more."
Mr. Israel recounted how he had asked the Commissioners at one point how they would
have felt if a 14- or 15-unit development, instead of the 24-unit one, had been the first
plan they had seen. This was something, he said, that they should still consider.
Secondly, Mr. Israel declared, he took exception philosophically to some of Mr. Toole's
comments. "Should people be penalized because of what their neighborhood currently is
or isn't?" he asked. "Does it mean that a neighborhood with 5-acre zoning, those people
would deserve this, you know, sweeping [development], but in this kind of neighborhood
that isn't deserved?" The addition of 15 new families, he stressed, would result in an
intensely developed area.
Ms. Sibley also remarked on Mr. Toole's observation about the neighbors' failure to buy
the lot. "I think the neighbors thought that it could only accommodate one house," she
pointed out. If they had known it could have accommodated this, they might have
bought it. So I don't fhmk that's quite fair."
Ms. Sibley spoke of the origins of Chapter 40B as an anti-snob-zoning measure. "It sure
isn t a neighborhood that s got a snob-zoning problem, she remarked, and it is in fact a
neighborhood that needs some open space." She recommended that the Commission
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include in the record the letter by Brian and Maryann Nunes-Vais that had contained, she
thought, a number of reasonable Conditions.
Lastly, Ms. Sibley emphasized that Chapter 40B was a veiy inefficient way to increase
the supply of affordable housing. Admittedly, she said, the project was better than others
because it included a moderate-income housing element. However, if the Commission
should approve the development, she thought it essential that the period the housing
would be deed-restricted to remain affordable be extended for a period as long as was
legally possible.
If Chapter 40B was the solution to the affordable housing crisis, declared Ms. Sibley,
then the statute was proposing over-development as the solution. If, as indicated in the
Preserving Community report, the Island needed to create 150 affordable units per year
for the next five years just to keep up, she said, that meant that every year, in fact, a total
of 600 units had to be built in order to finance those 150. And those 450 market-rate
units, she emphasized, would be in addition to all the other residential development going
on. "And that will destroy the Island," she stated.
Overall, Ms. Sibley concluded, this development seemed to create as many problems as it
solved.
Mr. Israel made a Motion To Deny The Project. "Without considering Conditions?"
asked Mr. Zeltzer. Mr. Israel argued that if his Motion failed, then the Commission could
spend time on formulating Conditions. Mr. Wey seconded the Motion.
A propos of what Ms. Sibley had just said, Chairman Vercruysse related that recently he
had spent some time talking to Executive Director Mark London about the Fairwinds
project in particular and Chapter 40B projects in general. That morning, Mr. London had
faxed him a piece on planning for Chapter 40B developments, and the Chairman strongly
urged the Commissioners to formulate a policy m this regard.
Mr. Best related that the public testimony that had had the greatest impact on him had
been the statement by Douglas Dowling about how this was, by the best of the Town's
planning ability, affordable zoning. "And it's not the Town's fault/' Mr. Best said,
noting how land prices now exceeded people's ability to afford homes. "But I would
agree with Doug [Dowlmg]'s comment," he continued, "that 10,000-square-foot zoning
was not really intended to exclude affordable housing and that to burden this
neighborhood with a high-density development is not altogether just.
Mr. Best pointed out that the density, in fact, could have been a lot more in a standard
subdivision, which might have four- and five-bedroom units. In any event, he stressed,
he was not going with the Denial at this point because he wished to see how the
Commission could condition the development. "Here, here," said the Chairman.
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Acting Principal Planner William G. Veno then conducted a Roll Call Vote on Mr.
Israel's Motion. The Motion failed, with five Ayes, six Nays and none Abstaining.
AYES: J. Atheam; T. Israel; M. Ottens-Sargent; L. Sibley; and R. Wey.
NAYS: J. Best; C. Brown; R. Toole; J. Vercmysse; A. Woodmff; and R.
Zeltzer.
ABSTAINING: None.
Ms. Brown made a Motion To Approve With Conditions, seconded by Mr. Best. Mr.
Best asked for a clarification from engineer Douglas Hoehn. Were the house locations
for the abutters determined by assessor's map or by survey? he wanted to know. From
the assessor maps," answered Mr. Hoehn. Mr. Best then noted that except for two of the
houses, all of the new units would be at least 60 feet from the abutters. "And I think in
the case of those two," he said, "I think they can be maneuvered around to be 60 feet
from abutters, too.
Thus, Mr. Best proposed as a Condition a minimum of a 60-foot distance between
any of the new units and the existing houses. Responding to a query from Mr.
Woodmff, Mr. Best clarified that the 60 feet was only between new and existing
structures and not between the new structures themselves. "Their density is their issue,
he remarked.
Ms. Brown referred the Commission members to the Nunes-Vais letter. Ms. Sibley had a
question about what was meant by "zoning laws" in the proposed Condition, which read
in part: "ALL Town ofTisbury Zoning laws must be adhered to, with the possible except
of density." Ms. Brown explained that zoning bylaws dealt with issues like density,
setbacks and height. Ms. Sibley then made a Motion That The Development Adhere
To All Zoning Requirements, duly seconded.
Mr. Best pointed out that the zoning in the area in question was 10,000 square feet, but it
was his impression that this did not include roads. Ms. Brown noted that the Condition
stated "except for density." "So we're talking about setbacks," said Mr. Best.
Ms. Brown asked Ms. Sibley why it mattered that the zoning district setbacks between
the new houses be adhered to. [Ms. Sibley 's answer could not be heard on the tape.]
CRI Coordinator Jennifer Rand inteqected that she was not familiar enough with the
Tisbury Zoning Bylaw to know the ins and cuts of this particular zoning district. "And
my concern is," she said, "with a Condition such as this, there could be a piece we re
missing that we don't know about, and I don't have the ability now to tell you what that
is. Ms. Rand added, "This strikes me as a very possibly big Condition to put in without
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understanding all the ins and cuts of that, and I certainly can t answer that question
tonight."
Mr. Woodmff suggested putting the question about internal setbacks to Mr. Hoehn, the
engineer. Ms. Sibley pointed out that the second Condition proposed by Mr. and Mrs.
Nunes-Vais involved a radical reduction in density. "So number two might make the
setback problem moot," she said.
"Does Tisbury have a cluster zoning bylaw? wondered Ms. Ottens-Sargent. I believe
they do," responded Mr. Hoehn, adding, "It's rarely used." Ms. Ottens-Sargent referred
to Section 14(c) of Chapter 831, which Ms. Sibley had quoted earlier. "I would say that
when there's an inconsistency, it's when it enables a substantial segment of the
population or the larger community to secure adequate opportunity," Ms. Ottens-Sargent
remarked, "and I guess that's what has to be discussed, for housing or recreation or
education."
Turning to the Chairman's suggestion that the Commission formulate a Chapter 40B
policy, Ms. Ottens-Sargent observed that it was important to have Staff know what the
local zoning was and give the Commissioners a summary so that they could be well
informed. "Because a lot of the talk that goes on here are questions about that," she said,
"and we're taking a great deal of time when we don't have definitive answers."
Mr. Veno, the Acting Principal Planner, advised the members that Section 14(c) was
simply an element to be weighed when the Commissioners were considering the benefits
and detriments of the project. Not every single item in Section 14 had to be a benefit, he
stressed, adding, "And I would agree with Jen [Rand] from the standpoint that it should
leave zoning in a very broad-brush Condition.
Mr. Veno continued: "If you can identify the specific parts of the zoning issues that you
want to be sure are adhered to, it would be a lot easier to address, and you would not i-un
the risk of inadvertently conditioning this to a Denial if that s not your intent.
Ms. Sibley proposed that if a problem were created by conditioning an adherence to
zoning, then the Applicant could return to the Commission with a request to modify that
part of the Decision. "As a general matter, why shouldn 't they meet zoning?" she asked.
I mean, zoning is created precisely to protect the property values and the impacts on the
neighbors." Just because Chapter 40B allowed the Applicant to ignore zoning did not
mean that it was good planning for Martha's Vineyard, she concluded.
Mr. Woodruff pointed out that the proposed access did not meet zoning. Ms. Brown
corrected him, noting that the rules and regulations governing access were a separate area
of law.
"I think holdmg up zoning as a sacred thing is a real rocky road to go down," declared
Mr. Best, "because a lot of the problems with what we have in development here and in
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suburbia and everything else are directly related to an adherence to rigid, broad-brushed
zoning. And that's exactly what we should not be doing, in my mind.
"Call the question/' suggested Ms. Sibley. Mr. Israel objected to the direction the
deliberations were taking. The Chairman asked Ms. Sibley for the exact wording of her
Motion. That All Town Of Tisbury Zoning Laws Must Be Adhered To, With The
Exception Of Density, said Ms. Sibley.
Isn't that the same as a Denial?" proposed Michael Donaroma, the Edgartown
Selectmen's Appointee. Ms. Ottens-Sargent requested a further explanation of the cluster
zoning bylaw in Tisbury. Ms. Rand responded that it would be impossible to summarize
adequately under the present time constraints the full breadth of the bylaw.
Mr. Zeltzer stated that his concern with density was limited to how it affected the existing
neighborhood. Their concern, he said, should not be with the relation of the houses in the
new development to each other but with the relation of the new units to the existing
structures.
The Chairman conducted a Hand Vote on Ms. Sibley's Motion. The Motion failed to
carry, with four Ayes, six Nays and one Abstaining.
Ms. Brown proposed that the Commission recognize in their Decision all of the offers
made by the Applicant. One, the Applicant had offered to deed-restrict permanently
the affordability of the so-called 80 percent units. Secondly, Ms. Brown said she
agreed with Ms. Sibley that a longer period of deed restriction on the moderate units,
say, 40 years, be conditioned into the Decision. I think legally it's [the limit Is] 30,
interjectedMs. Rand.
"The Condition could simply be "to the maximum allowed by law," recommended
Mr. Zeltzer. Ms. Brown said she believed that the 80 percent housing could be deed-
restricted to remain affordable permanently. "And that the others [the moderate ones]
could only be 30 years, she added.
Ms. Brown also proposed that it be made clear that the Commission accepted the
Applicant's offer that the homeowners association would own the open space and
would manage it and that there should be agreements which stated that this
management prohibited cutting; and, further, that there be agreement that stated
specifically what could and could not be done to the land. She mentioned that she felt
playground areas, for instance, were appropriate for open space.
Mr. Woodruff wondered if the Island Towns could possibly by a Home Rule measure
extend the period for which moderately priced houses could be deed-restricted. Ms.
Brown answered that all the Towns were pushing for that. Mr. Woodruff inquired if it
could somehow be conditioned that if such a measure went through, that the Applicant
would adhere to it. Ms. Rand remarked, "Well, I would say that if you play your thought
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out to its inevitable conclusion, you would be changing a deed restriction after the home
has been purchased in the likely event of when this passes."
Ms. Sibley suggested the following wording: That if there were a Home Rule Petition
and the Town were allowed to covenant beyond the 30 years, the Commission could
require that it be to the maximum of the law at the time that the home was
purchased.
Ms. Sibley recommended that the members vote on each of the acceptances and
Conditions as they went along, and the Chairman agreed. Ms. Brown listed some of the
offers: individually owned lots, not "condo-ed," with a homeowners association; and
individual septic systems with advanced treatment (BioClear) only on the property
on the end. She requested that Staff provide the list of offers submitted by the
Applicant a couple of weeks before. The other Commissioners accepted this.
The Commissioners then agreed to Ms. Sibley s Motion regarding the possibility of a
Home Rule Petition changing the 30-year limit on moderate-affordability deed
restrictions.
Next, the members addressed Mr. Best's suggested Condition about requiring a
distance of 60 feet between any of the new houses and any of the existing ones. [See
page 14 of these Minutes.] There was some discussion regarding whether this in fact
could be accomplished under the current plan. Mr. Best clarified his intent: "This is a
Condition that obviously is subject to what is physically on the ground, and the
representation of the abutting houses is by assessor s map, which are historically quite
hard to predict the accuracy of. So that if they lay this out and something cannot meet it,
they can come back."
"Is everyone good with that Condition?" asked the Chairman. Only yeses were heard.
Ms. Rand requested a clarification: Was Mr. Best taUdng about structures, the houses
themselves, and not property lines? Right, answered Mr. Best, he was not talking about
property lines. And he was not talking about outbuildings? inquired Ms. Rand. "Not
outbuildings," replied Mr. Best, "and I would probably say that we're not talking about
decks. Some of the abutters might have huge decks." So, the back wall of the house?
asked Ms. Rand. "Yes," responded Mr. Best, "the nearest wall of the house."
Mr. Israel reminded Ms. Rand about the Condition wording that she would be working
out with Commission Counsel regarding the issue of legal access being settled to the
satisfaction of the Town. [See page 10 of these Minutes.] Ms. Brown confirmed that
what Mr. Israel was referring to was the requirement that the legal right of this property
to use that access road had to be established to the satisfaction of the Town of Tisbury,
not that the access was legal and palatable to the Town.
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Responding to a question from Mr. Best, the Chairman said that unless a Commissioner
expressed disagreement, they would not be voting on each of the Conditions one by one.
Mr. Zeltzer referred to Ms. Rand's Staff Notes of September 8, where one of the
Applicant's offers was that there should be no guesthouses. Mr. Best reminded the
others that the Applicant had suggested that he would not prevent the owners from
building garages. "I don't think garages are particularly out of character," he remarked.
So, are we going to allow what's allowable by right? asked the Chairman.
Mr. Woodmff suggested that garages be restricted in terms of total square feet, with the
same holding for outbuildings. He recommended that a shed, for instance, be limited to
10 feet by 10 feet. There followed a discussion of what restrictions to place on garage
size.
Mr. Wey declared that there should not be any garages permitted, only perhaps a shed.
"In years to come, you know, all of a sudden there's somebody living in the garage," he
observed. Mr. Woodruff changed his recommendation for shed size to a maximum of
150 square feet. Ms. Brown disagreed with the prohibition of garages.
After still more discussion, the Condition agreed upon the following: That there were to
be no garages and that outbuildings would be restricted to a maximum of 150
square feet for each building lot. (The Hand Vote on no garages received seven Ayes,
as did the Hand Vote on the size of outbmldings.) After the Vote Mr. Woodruff added
that he had wanted this Condition in order to try to lessen the density of the development.
Mr. Zeltzer wondered if the setbacks required for the homes could be applied as well to
any outbuildings. Mr. Best explained that zoning in Tisbury did not require the same
setbacks for sheds as for houses. He also suggested that sometimes it was wise to place a
shed right on the property line, since it would then act as a noise block and visual screen.
Ms. Sibley asked the Commissioners to consider how much vegetation would have to be
cleared to accommodate any outbuildings. "I don't see where thafs a regional issue,"
commented the Chairman.
Responding to a query from Mr. Best, Mr. Hoehn related that there were reduced setback
requirements for outbuildings to the backs and sides of houses (10 feet) and it was the
same as the house setback if it was in the front. (20 feet). [Mr. Hoehn later corrected
himself. See page 19 of these Minutes.]
Mr. Best wanted to know what would happen to the 10-foot stdp on the south side that
would be serving as part of a buffer. "Nothing," responded Ms. Rand. "That's an
easement," said Chairman Vercmysse. But are the lot lines going to extend through it?
asked Mr. Best. "No, I don't think so," said Ms. Rand, adding, "It's an easement."
Mr. Israel made a Motion That There Were To Be No More Than Twelve Units In
Ten Structures On The Property, duly seconded by Ms. Sibley. Mr. Best stated that it
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would be too difficult to divvy up the units as to affordability with only 10 structures. He
then suggested having Ten Structures With Fourteen Units, Knocking Out One Of
The Moderate Units.
Mr. Israel and Ms. Sibley withdrew the Motion and the Second, respectively. Mr. Israel
made a new Motion: That There Would Be No More Than Fourteen Units In Ten
Structures On The Property, Eliminating One Of The Moderately Priced Units. Ms.
Sibley offered a Second.
Mr. Woodruff recommended removal of the moderately priced unit on Lot 3, with the
road coming in a little straighter so that there were not as many grading issues along the
edge, so that some of the biggest trees on the site along the ravine would be preserved
and so that there would be more open space.
After some discussion, the Motion was amended to the following: That There Would Be
No More Than Fourteen Units In Ten Structures On The Property, Eliminating The
Moderately Priced Unit On Lot Three (So That There Were Four Eighty-Percent
Affordable Units, Three Moderately Priced Units and Seven Market-Rate Units)
And Straightening Out The Road In That Area, Thereby Preserving Some Of The
Large Trees And Resulting In More Open Space.
The Commissioners agreed that the Applicant would be submitting a redrawn plan that
could be referenced in the Written Decision. "We're going to give them the concept, and
then they're going to have to come up with the actual lines," noted the Chairman.
By Hand Vote, the Amended Motion carried, with eight Ayes, no Nays and three
Abstaining.
Mr. Atheam made a Motion To Accept The Applicant's Offer Of Fifteen Thousand
Dollars Toward The Construction Of A Sidewalk On Greenwood Avenue Extension
If The Town Should Decide To Build Such A Sidewalk, duly seconded. All agreed by
voice.
The discussion turned to the 10-feet strip to the south mentioned earlier, specifically,
whether the Applicant would acquire it and, if so, if it would be used as commonly held
buffer or to extend the lot(s) it abutted. Mr. Hoelm interjected that he had been corrected
on the setbacks required for auxiliary buildings: it was 5 feet to the sides and back of the
lot.
After more discussion, Mr. Best made a Motion That There Be A Twenty-Foot No-
Clear No-Cut Buffer Along The Southern Property Line All The Way From East To
West, Consisting Of Ten Feet Of The Privately Owned Lots And The Ten-Foot Strip
That The Applicant Had The Option To Buy; A Twenty-Foot No-Clear No-Cut
Buffer Along The Property Line To The North; And A Twenty-Foot No-Clear No-
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Cut Buffer Along The Property Line On The East. Said Motion was seconded and
agreed to by voice.
After some discussion Mr. Best made a Motion That Elisha's Path Would Not Be
Paved And Would Be Kept Cleared Of Cars And Stored Articles In Order Not To
Impede Pedestrian Travel; And That There Would Be A Crash Gate At Either End
Of EUsha's Path. The Condition was agreed to by the members.
Mr. Atheam wanted to know what the latest offer from the Applicant was with regard to
the paving of the subdivision road. Not to be paved, answered Ms. Rand, who
explained that due to the grading situation, the options were for the road to be rap the
entire way or paved at 8 percent grade and above. Messrs. Zeltzer and Vercmysse took
note that straightening the road, as suggested by Mr. Woodmff, seemed to have taken
care of that.
Mr. Atheam made a Motion That The Entire Subdivision Road (Irene's Way) Be
Paved, seconded by Mr. Wey. By Hand Vote, the Motion failed to carry, with two Ayes,
eight Nays and none Abstaining.
Mr. Zeltzer suggested a Condition That The Prices Offered For The Moderate And
Affordable Units Would Be The Maximum That Could Be Charged. Ms. Rand noted
that the price of the affordable units would be set by the State. The Condition was
changed to the following: That The Prices Offered By Applicant For The Moderate
Units Would Be The Maximum That Could Be Charged.
After some input from Ms. Brown, an Amendment was attached That The Moderate
Units Would Be Deed-Restricted To Remain Moderately Priced For Thirty Years
And Not Twenty Years As Offered By The Applicant. A further Amendment was
offered by Ms. Sibley: That The Commission Would Hold The Applicant To His
Offer That The Moderate Units Would Be Available To Island Residents For Ninety
Days. The Amended Condition was agreed to.
Mr. Woodruff proposed another Condition: That The Use Of Herring Creek Road
From Irene's Way Shall Only Be Used To Access Greenwood Avenue. His intent, he
said, was to discourage the use of Franklin Terrace.
Mr. Zeltzer pointed out that this would be an unenforceable Condition. Mr. Woodmff
countered that the current plan encouraged people to go both left and right at the junction.
Ms. Brown suggested that this was the sort of issue that the Zoning Board of Appeals
could deal with capably. Mr. Best assured Mr. Woodmff that people preferred to drive
on pavement, so they would not have to be discouraged from driving on the unpaved
surface of Franklin Terrace.
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With all the Conditions and Acceptances having been formulated, Mr. Zeltzer made a
Motion To Approve With The Conditions Agreed Upon That Evening And With
Acceptances By The Commission Of The Applicant's Offers, duly seconded.
Ms. Ottens-Sargent inquired if Water Resource Planner William Wilcox's suggested
Conditions were automatically part of the Written Decision. No, I think I'm covered
pretty well," responded Mr. Wilcox, who explained that his proposed Conditions had
already been included during the deliberations.
Mr. Best asked if the barrier at Elisha Path's had been included. Ms. Rand replied that it
had been.
Acting Principal Planner William G. Veno conducted a Roll Call Vote on Mr. Zeltzer's
Motion, with the following results:
AYES: J. Best; C. Brown; R. Toole; J. Vercmysse; A. Woodmff;
and R. Zeltzer.
NAYS: T. Israel; M. Ottens-Sargent; L. Sibley; and R. Wey.
ABSTAINING: J. Atheam.
Discussion/Vote: Early Retirement Provision for Charles Clifford.
[The Commissioners at the table for the remainder of the Special Meeting were J.
Athearn; J. Best; C. Brown; M. Donaroma; T. Israel; M. Ottens-Sargent; L. Sibley; R.
Toole; J. Vercruysse; R. Wey; A, Woodruff; and R. Zeltzer.]
The Chairman referred the members to the memorandum to the full Commission from the
Executive Committee regarding the early retirement provision in former Executive
Director Charles Clifford's Separation Agreement. [See the meeting file for a copy of the
memorandum.]
Ms. Sibley made a Motion To Accept The Recommendation Of The Executive
Committee That The Commission Should Not Accept The Provisions Of Chapter
One Hundred Sixteen For Charles Clifford Due To Lack Of Funds. Ms. Brown
provided a Second.
The Chairman reported that he, Mr. Clifford, Local Counsel Ronald Rappaport, Jack
Collins and Michael Donaroma had met to discuss the clause in the Separation
Agreement requiring that the Commission consider accepting the Chapter 116 provision
for early retirement. "As you can see, it would cost us a lot of money which we
absolutely don't have, remarked the Chairman.
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Mr. Zeltzer clarified with Chairman Vercruysse that this was m no way related to the
period when the Commission had not been making timely payments for its Staff into the
Dukes County Retirement System. The Chairman assured him that that issue had been
satisfactorily resolved.
Mr. Israel expressed the hope that the Executive Committee could compose a letter to Mr.
Clifford that emphasized that their denial of his request had nothing to do with its merits.
The Chairman responded that this had been made clear to Mr. Clifford during the
aforementioned meeting.
After more discussion, the Motion carried by Voice Vote, with 11 Ayes, no Nays and one
Abstaining (Mr. Zeltzer).
With the Special Meeting about to adjourn, DRI Coordinator Rand asked if it were
possible to vote on the Black Dog Bakery-Cafe Modification (DRI No. 522M). It was
agreed that Ms. Rand would request a Waiver of Time Elements from the Applicant.
Chairman Vercmysse discussed briefly with Mr. Veno whether the Nominating
Committee had to meet before the Full Commission Meeting the following Thursday. It
was agreed that the committee could meet right before the Meeting. Since Mr. Best
would be unable to attend on November 21, Mr. Israel replaced him as the representative
from Tisbury on the committee.
The Special Meeting adjoumed at 10:56 p.m.
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the proceedings and an outline provided by Acting Principal Planner William G. Veno.J
